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Carrying capacity

Initially, carrying capacity (K) for each species was calculated according to De Leo and

Dobson’s°allometric calculation of body weight w per km?:

K=16.2w" Eq. S1

However, given the average body sizes found for each species®this resulted in very small
populations of C. carpio and R. rutilusto include in the model. Thus, the overall assumption
that smaller species have higher carrying capacities was maintained, but the specific values
for each species were estimated based on knowledge and experience of UK fish surveys
and population sizes (Britton, personal communication). The values used in the model are
significantly higher than those found in wild populations, but reflect heavily stocked angling
habitats. Furthermore, the population size of P. parva was estimated at a higher level to
reflect their highly invasive nature and life history’. These magnified values were used to
uncover the role of population density in disease transmission more clearly, as smaller
populations showed no significant differences between outputs. These results were also

highly relevant for heavily stocked aquaculture facilities.
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Supplementary Figure S2 The Shannon biodiversity index of all scenarios over time. High density
populations maintain higher levels of biodiversity than low density communities. (0.96 vs. 0.68,
respectively) The proximity between introduced host and local communities affected the level of
biodiversity initially (CP = close proximity; FP = far proximity). However, in the long term, communities at
each density declined to similar levels of biodiversity across all scenarios.
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